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The Colorado Department of Military and Veterans Affairs (DMVA) 
 

Greening the State Government Implementation Plan 
 

August 30, 2006 
 

Prepared by Brett Jackson (brett.d.jackson@us.army.mil , 720-250-1364) 
 
 
1. Agency Background and Supporting Information: 

1.1. The DMVA supports over 3000 Army National Guard Troops responsible for 
State and National missions, and is commonly referred to at the Colorado Army 
National Guard (COARNG). 

1.2. Please see included energy usage graphs (below).  You will notice that we have 
decreased our usage since our established baseline years (State FY 2002 & 
2003).  However, it should be noted that the reason (in part) for the consumption 
increase between State FY 2005 and 2006 was due to increased operational 
tempo to support the hurricane relief effort.  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Electricity Consumption Comparison 
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State FY 2002 [Baseline] 371,861 401,134 401,093 540,798 379,984 302,939 344,226 322,646 372,215 324,963 336,052 378,404

State FY 2003 [Baseline] 394,192 367,206 321,589 258,649 234,807 239,805 235,552 203,380 224,919 229,177 247,169 256,788

State FY 2005 266,275 287,673 266,872 261,277 255,499 263,233 278,016 249,046 269,566 254,580 268,668 292,703

State FY 2006 337,172 381,706 368,919 292,389 248,365 243,548 266,690 261,176 273,843 267,415 282,438 310,286
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By-Month Cumulative Electricity Consumption Comparison 
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State FY 2002 [Baseline] 371,861 772,995 1,174,08 1,714,88 2,094,87 2,397,80 2,742,03 3,064,68 3,436,89 3,761,85 4,097,91 4,476,31

State FY 2003 [Baseline] 462,263 917,793 1,289,70 1,580,12 1,853,28 2,140,44 2,433,70 2,686,67 2,957,56 3,242,46 3,541,99 3,842,61

State FY 2005 266,275 553,948 820,820 1,082,09 1,337,59 1,600,82 1,878,84 2,127,89 2,397,45 2,652,03 2,920,70 3,213,40

State FY 2006 337,172 718,878 1,087,79 1,380,18 1,628,55 1,872,09 2,138,78 2,399,96 2,673,80 2,941,22 3,223,66 3,533,94
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Natural Gas Consumption Comparison 

0

10,000

20,000

30,000

40,000

50,000

60,000

70,000

M onth

C
on

su
m

pt
io

n 
D

at
a 

(T
he

rm
s)

State FY 2002 [Baseline] 3,230 3,699 7,539 21,405 38,845 53,854 57,749 48,812 43,446 23,553 13,085 6,120

State FY 2003 [Baseline] 2,401 1,726 7,377 20,203 32,578 39,344 40,271 39,603 29,667 18,440 10,017 4,076

State FY 2005 2,625 3,066 4,607 10,223 21,694 31,379 26,244 21,867 22,090 17,047 7,585 2,625

State FY 2006 1,206 1,219 3,086 9,501 22,377 36,427 30,501 27,938 25,101 15,520 11,721 2,410
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1.3. Please see included total utility expenditure graphs (below): 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

By-Month Cumulative Natural Gas Consumption Comparison 
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State FY 2002 [Baseline] 3,230 6,929 14,468 35,873 74,718 128,572 186,321 235,133 278,579 302,132 315,217 321,337

State FY 2003 [Baseline] 2,600 4,515 12,272 34,313 69,744 112,946 156,298 200,311 234,383 255,650 267,056 272,261

State FY 2005 2,625 5,691 10,298 20,521 42,215 73,594 99,838 121,705 143,795 160,842 168,427 171,052

State FY 2006 1,206 2,425 5,511 15,012 37,389 73,816 104,317 132,255 157,356 172,876 184,597 187,007

Jul  Aug  Sep  Oct  Nov  Dec  Jan  Feb  Mar  Apr  May  Jun

By Month Utility Cost Comparison - State Share Only (valid through Jun 06 only)
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State FY 2002 [Baseline] $33,542. $36,902. $39,338. $41,448. $43,561. $53,558. $55,490. $47,692. $45,823. $42,065. $36,470. $34,520.

State FY 2003 [Baseline] $38,302. $37,056. $34,211. $34,641. $40,310. $45,814. $46,179. $45,295. $43,384. $42,227. $38,216. $33,134.

State FY 2005 $29,822. $32,169. $30,971. $34,180. $40,932. $49,083. $47,906. $41,802. $43,236. $40,196. $36,705. $33,516.

State FY 2006 $38,091. $40,414. $40,491. $42,110. $54,903. $73,079. $66,375. $60,314. $55,476. $42,494. $37,279. $37,802.
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1.4. Environmental Management System (eMS) development: 

1.4.1. Nearly 3 years ago, the DMVA formed a Cross Functional Team to 
develop and Environmental Management System.  At the time, the eMS 
Cross Functional Team was configured as follows:  
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COARNG Environmental Branch

EQCC

Management Representative & Cross Management Representative & Cross 
Functional TeamFunctional Team

CSMSCW2 Willie Greensmith

SMM, DOLSFC Cary Mercer

AASFSGT Charles Emerson

CFMOBrett Jackson

DSCOPSMAJ Denise Howard

ENV, eMS CoordinatorMAJ Ottie Taulman

COARNG, eMS Management 
Representative

COL Kenneth Lull

 

By Month Cumulative Utility Cost Comparison - State Share Only (valid through Jun 06 only) 
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State FY 2002 [Baseline] $33,542. $70,444. $109,783 $151,231 $194,793 $248,351 $303,841 $351,534 $397,357 $439,423 $475,894 $510,414

State FY 2003 [Baseline] $38,302. $75,359. $109,570 $144,211 $184,521 $230,335 $276,515 $321,810 $365,195 $407,422 $445,639 $478,773

State FY 2005 $29,822. $61,992. $92,963. $127,143 $168,076 $217,160 $265,066 $306,868 $350,105 $390,302 $427,007 $460,523
State FY 2006 $38,091. $78,505. $118,997 $161,107 $216,011 $289,090 $355,465 $415,780 $471,257 $513,751 $551,030 $588,833
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1.4.2.  Although the DMVA greening government team has not yet been 

formally identified, we anticipate that it will be situated in a similar fashion 
to the eMS cross functional team. The cross functional team was configured 
to represent the directorates that had a significant environmental impact.  
Due to the high operational tempo of the Colorado Army National Guard, 
some of the eMS cross functional team members may have to be replaced 
with other personnel. 

 
 
 

2. Long-Term Goals/Vision: 
2.1. The COARNG Environmental Policy Statement (as signed by the Department’s 

Executive Director, Maj Gen Mason C. Whitney) is:   
The solders of the Colorado Army National Guard are a professional military 
force composed of men and women dedicated to performing their Federal, 
State and community support missions.  Trained and ready soldiers are our 
primary product.  The activities that support the training and readiness of 
these soldiers are located in the thirty-two armories and facilities across the 
entire state. 
 
As good stewards of our environment, soldiers of the Colorado Army National 
Guard are seriously committed to both military readiness and environmental 
stewardship.  In order to achieve this melding of military readiness and 
environmental stewardship, the Colorado Army National Guard is committed 
to: 

• Continuous improvement in our environmental programs and 
performance metrics. 

• Establish and review the significant environmental aspects and ensure 
that they are considered when setting the reviewing objectives and 
targets in our environmental management programs.    

• Minimizing our pollution of land, water and air to the extent that our 
mission allows. 

• Maintaining compliance with all applicable Federal, State and local 
environmental laws and regulations, and to those other requirements to 
which we subscribe. 
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2.2. .  The Army National Guard (ARNG) eMS continual improvement model is laid 

out below: 
 

8/30/2006 14

The ARNG eMS ModelThe ARNG eMS ModelThe ARNG eMS Model
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2.3. The timeline that was initially set up for eMS implementation was: 
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COARNG Environmental Branch

EQCC

eMS Implementation TimelineeMS Implementation Timeline

 
 

3.  Actions and Priorities: 
3.1. As part of the eMS process, we identified 4 significant environmental targets and   

objectives and they are: 
• Energy Source Depletion (Natural Gas and Electricity) 
• Soil Contamination (Waste Generation) 
• Surface and Ground Water Contamination (POL Spills) 
• Air Quality Degradation (paint booth operation and VOC’s) 

 



DRAFT 

 8

 
3.2. During the eMS process we identified some long term objectives that coincided 

with our significant Environmental Impacts, which may be expanded upon at a 
later date (below): 
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COARNG Environmental Branch

EQCC

Extent to which Targets & Objectives Extent to which Targets & Objectives 
have been methave been met

FY-05
• Estimated lbs of 

VOCs emitted per FY

FY-05
• Gals of POL spilled 

per YR

FY-05
• Lbs of 

hazardous 
waste 
generated and 
disposed per 
YR

FY-03
• 6.6 KWH per S/F,per

YR
• .52 BTU per S/F, per 

YR

Baseline 
Data

Measuring 
Units

Target/Object 004
Air Quality Degradation

(reduce 20% by FY-10)

Target/Object 003
Surface/Ground Water 

Contamination
(reduce 20% by FY-10)

Target/Object 002
Soil Contamination

(reduce 20% by 
FY-10)

Target/Object 001
Energy Source Depletion

(reduce 20% by FY-15)

Prioritized 
Target & 
Objective

 
3.3. Although we are continually reviewing our efforts to ensure compliance with all 

the goals of the greening the state government initiative, some of the action steps 
that are currently underway to reduce our dependency on fossil fuels are: 

 
• Continual refinement of the eMS plan 
• Work schedule modification to a 4-10 work week 
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• Pilot agency for Energy Performance Contract in the mid 1990’s 
• Continual energy efficiency upgrades to include lighting and HVAC upgrades 
• Statewide Energy Management control systems 
• Active and Passive solar opportunities to include the installation of a 

Transpired Solar Collector and passive solar day-lighting strategies 
• Building commissioning and re-commissioning efforts 
• LEED-NC strategies for our Military Construction Projects 

 
4. Develop Management Systems and Integrate Greening Government into Decision 

Making:  
4.1. In addition to our eMS, DMVA has incorporated an Internal Control Process 

(ICP) used to assist in the management of many agency programs to include (but 
not limited to) the energy and environmental programs.   

 
4.2. Secondly, The Military Decision Making Process (MDMP) is a strategy that is 

employed to assist in sound decision making at all levels. 
  

5. Track and Report on Progress (Measure and Report):  
5.1. Numerous reporting strategies have been implemented to ensure agency success. 
5.2. The pertinent sustainability reports include (but not limited to): 

• Annual and monthly energy usage report to the Dept of Defense (DOD) 
• Monthly and Quarterly energy reports to the deputy director and Chief of 

Staff respectively 
• Annual energy reports to the State coordinating committee 
• Energy comparison against 2005 EPACT established baseline of 2003  


